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3.1 Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

☐ 

☒ 

☐

I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that, although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the Project have been made 
by or agreed to by the Project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

 I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

☐ I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

☐ I find that, although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed Project, nothing further is required.  

 
 
 
    
Signature Date 
 
Jason Dafforn, Director of Engineering and Water Resources  Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District  
Printed name For  
  

January 12, 2023
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these hours and would not conflict with the WMC. For informational purposes, the noise levels 
generated by anticipated construction equipment at 20 feet, the shortest anticipated distance between 
construction activities and residences, are shown in Table 6, Construction Equipment Noise Levels.  

Table 6 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Equipment Percent 
Operating Time 

dBA LMAX at 
20 feet 

dBA LEQ at 
20 feet 

Backhoe 40 85.5 81.5 
Crane 16 88.5 80.6 
Dump Truck 40 84.4 80.4 
Excavator 40 88.7 84.7 
Loader 40 87.1 83.1 
Paver 50 85.2 82.2 
Roller 20 88 81 
Tractor 40 92 88 
Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (U.S. Department of Transportation 2008) 
LMAX = maximum noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = equivalent sound level 

 
As noted in Table 6, construction of the proposed Project would generate elevated noise levels in the 
short-term. Construction activities, however, would be temporary and limited to the daytime hours 
specified by the WMC. Further, construction would occur in different locations within the Project site 
throughout the Project site such that no particular residence would be exposed to elevated noise levels 
for the entire construction period. Pipeline installation activities along the proposed alignments is 
expected to proceed at a rate of approximately 250 feet per day. Based on this rate of progression, the 
maximum amount of time that most residences would be exposed to adjacent, high-intensity 
construction activity would be one to two days. In addition, the following construction BMPs described 
in Section 2.5 would be implemented to reduce noise levels at nearby residences:  

• Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, would be maintained 
in proper operating condition and will be equipped with manufacturers’ standard noise control 
devices or better (e.g., mufflers, acoustical lagging, and/or engine enclosures). 

• Construction work, including on-site equipment maintenance and repair, would be limited to 
the hours specified in the Wildomar noise ordinance. 

• Staging areas for construction equipment would be located as far as practicable from 
residences. 

• EVMWD would identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to 
respond to concerns of neighboring residents about noise and other construction disturbance. 
EVMWD would also establish a program for receiving questions or complaints during 
construction and develop procedures for responding to callers. Procedures for reaching the 
public liaison officer via telephone or in person would be included in notices distributed to the 
public in accordance with the information above. 

No permanent noise sources would be created by the Project. No conflict with the WMC would occur 
and impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The highest potential for vibration during construction would be 
associated with the roller used during the repaving/resurfacing phase. According to Caltrans, a vibratory 
roller typically produces peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.210 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet 
(Caltrans 2020). The Caltrans threshold for damage to older residential structures, such as those located 
throughout the Project area, is a PPV of 0.3 inches per second. PPV of 0.3 inches per second could occur 
at a structure in the Project area if a roller is used within 18 feet of the structure.2 As previously noted, 
construction activities, including repaving/resurfacing, are anticipated to occur a minimum of 20 feet 
from residences. Therefore, a roller would not be used within 18 feet of a residential structure and 
damage due to vibration would not occur.  

At 20 feet, the roller could produce 0.268 PPV, which would exceed the Caltrans "strongly perceptible” 
annoyance threshold of 0.10 PPV. However, this level of vibration would be temporary and would not 
occur in one location for an extended duration. A vibratory roller moves at a speed of approximately 
two miles per hour, which equates to approximately 175 feet per minute. The maximum width of 
residences located adjacent to the roadways where a roller would be used is approximately 90 feet. 
Therefore, the vibratory roller would be in front of a single residence for approximately 30 seconds. No 
permanent sources of vibration would be created by the Project. While vibration generated during 
construction may be perceptible, it would be temporary and impacts would be less than significant.  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The nearest airstrip to the Project site is Thompson Airstrip, located approximately five miles 
south of the site. This airstrip has no land use plan, however as it is five miles from the Project site and 
not as active as a commercial airport, the Project area would not experience excessive noise from this 
airstrip. Other airports in the region are further than five miles from the Project site. Further, the Project 
would not have residents and would only expose construction workers temporarily to noise in the 
Project vicinity. Temporary construction employees would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from 
airports and no impact would occur. 

 
2  Equipment PPV = Reference PPV * (25/D)^n (inches per second), where Reference PPV is PPV at 25 feet, D is distance from 

equipment to the receiver in feet, and n = 1.1 (the value related to the attenuation rate through the ground); formula from 
Caltrans 2020. 
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XIV. Population and Housing  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. Installation of the new sewer system would occur at existing properties using septic systems 
and would not extend infrastructure such that the Project would indirectly provide the opportunity for 
population growth. Sewer infrastructure would not be extended to any presently undeveloped areas. 
The proposed increase in the Mission Trail sewer main size would not support population growth but 
would accommodate planned sewer flows anticipated from existing development if found necessary by 
further hydraulic analysis. No impact would occur.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project site contains approximately 750 residences. The Project would connect the 
existing residences to sewer infrastructure but would not require the displacement of any people or 
housing. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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XV. Public Services  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services:  

    

a) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Fire protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth or create new aboveground structures that 
would require fire protection services. The pipelines would be passive infrastructure components 
contained underground and would not be a potential fire source. No new or altered fire protection 
facilities would be required and no impact would occur. 

b) Police protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth or the construction of features that would 
require police protection. Since the Project components would be contained underground, no police 
protection services would be required. No impact would occur.  

c) Schools? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth, including that of school-aged children. 
Therefore, no new or altered school facilities would be required and no impact would occur.  

d) Parks? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and thereby would not result in an 
increased need for park facilities or the need for upgrades to existing park facilities. No impact would 
occur.  
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e) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. No population growth would occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, no increased use of 
public facilities or need for new public facilities would occur and there would be no impact.  

XVI. Recreation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and would not increase the use of parks 
or recreational facilities. Thus, substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would not occur or be 
accelerated and no impact would occur. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure and does not propose any recreational 
facilities. Additionally, the Project would not induce population growth that would require the 
construction or expansion of park or recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 

XVII. Transportation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would temporarily alter existing 
circulation patterns and would require encroachment permits from the cities of Wildomar and Lake 
Elsinore. As described in Section 2.5, the Project would implement a CTMP that would outline 
procedures and traffic control measures necessary to ensure adequate access would be maintained 
during the altered traffic conditions. Potential provisions of the CTMP include:  

• Scheduling the timing and duration of work to avoid the peak commuter hours of 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.;  

• Implementing standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work 
zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, and use of traffic control 
devices; 

• Protecting traffic by using flaggers, warning signs, lights, and barricades to guide vehicles 
through or around construction zones; 

• Restoring roadway capacity to the extent feasible during hours when construction activities are 
not occurring, which could include the use of road plates or temporary paving; 

• Implementing construction schedules and techniques that minimize roadway closures, including 
the number of cross streets and side streets that may be blocked or otherwise impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Providing detours for cyclists and pedestrians when bike lanes or sidewalks must be closed; 

• Coordinating with local schools prior to construction within close proximity of school property to 
ensure entryways are not blocked during peak drop off and pick up times;  

• Notifying emergency response providers of road closures at least one week prior to closures and 
include the location, date, time, and duration of the closure;  

• Coordinating with the City of Wildomar and City of Lake Elsinore (as applicable) to maintain 
adequate emergency evacuation routes; and 
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• Abiding by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
CTMP. 

The existing circulation elements of the Project site would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon 
the completion of construction activities in compliance with circulation programs, plans and policies. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b), vehicle 
miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. The 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) technical advisory regarding transportation impacts indicates that 
small projects generating fewer than 110 trips per day can be assumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact (OPR 2018). Traffic impacts associated with the Project would be limited to the 
construction period of the Project as the pipelines would be passive after construction. Therefore, the 
Project would not exceed the 110-trip threshold and no conflicts with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 
subdivision (b) would occur. Impacts would be less than significant.  

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would require altered traffic patterns. 
Adherence to conditions of the Project’s encroachment permits and CTMP (see Section 2.5) would 
ensure that altered circulation would not result in substantial hazards to construction personnel or users 
of the circulation system. After construction, the roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions 
and would not introduce hazardous design features or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction occurring in the public ROW, measures included in the 
encroachment permits and CTMP (see Section 2.5) would be implemented to ensure that emergency 
access would remain adequate throughout construction of the Project. After construction activities in 
the ROW are complete, roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions, which would 
accommodate emergency vehicle access. Impacts would be less than significant. 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

50 

XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is: 

    

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 5020.1(k), or 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022c), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section V, although the Sacred 
Lands File search results were negative, the Project area has been identified as culturally sensitive, HELIX 
sent letters on September 20, 2022, to the tribal contacts provided by the NAHC and has received three 
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responses to date. Responses from the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians indicated that they have no comments on the project and defer to local tribes. Rincon indicated 
that the Project site is within their Area of Historic Interest, though no known resources are within the 
site, and requested a copy of the records search and the cultural resources report. Further coordination 
with Pechanga given the project location was recommended. Future responses will be provided to 
EVMWD. EVMWD will undertake consultation with interested Tribes under AB 52, and the SWRCB will 
undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes as well. Discussions with Pechanga and 
Soboba to assess potential Project impacts to Paayaxchi are ongoing. A Native American monitoring 
program was recommended by the Project’s Cultural Resources Survey and is detailed in mitigation 
measures Cul-1 through 9. Consultation in accordance with AB 52 and Section 106, along with 
implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, would reduce potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources to a less than significant level. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No water, storm water, electric, natural gas, or telecommunications 
utilities would be required for operation of the proposed Project. The minimal water supplies needed 
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during Project construction would be provided by existing infrastructure and any runoff would be 
accommodated by existing storm drain infrastructure. The wastewater generated by the installation of 
the proposed sewer system is estimated at 130,000 GPD (0.13 MGD) based on the generation rate for 
mobile home units (EVMWD 2021). The bypass constructed in 2021 removed 125,000 GPD of 
wastewater from the Mission Trail sewer main. With the removal of 125,000 GPD from the existing 
21-inch sewer line, sufficient capacity should exist to accommodate the 130,000 GPD of additional flow 
from the Project. If required based on hydraulic analyses, the proposed sewer line upgrade in Mission 
Trail, the potential environmental effects of which have been included in this Initial Study, would 
accommodate existing and projected flows. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project does not involve activities that would require permanent 
water supplies. Water supplies required during the construction of the Project would be limited to water 
utilized for dust suppression on the Project site. Sufficient water supplies from the EVMWD are available 
to provide these limited water supplies to the Project during construction. As such, a less than 
significant impact would occur.  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Additional capacity to treat the 0.13 MGD of wastewater that would result 
from the Project at Regional WRF was planned and accounted for in the 2016 Sewer System Master Plan 
(EVMWD 2016). The Regional WRF has a capacity of 8 MGD and receives an average of 6.5 MGD; 
therefore, there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project’s wastewater (EVMWD 2022d 
EVMWD 2016). If the Mission Trail sewer main upgrade is required based on further hydraulic analyses, 
the sewer line would accommodate existing and projected wastewater flows. It would not be proposed 
to accommodate increased wastewater flows that would result in the capacity of Regional WRF being 
exceeded. The wastewater treatment provider (EVMWD) has sufficient capacity to serve to the Project 
in addition to existing commitments and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is not anticipated to generate solid waste since excavated 
material would be used to refill trenched areas. Operation of the pipelines would not generate solid 
waste and wastewater would be treated at the Regional WRF. If unanticipated solid waste is generated 
by construction activities, waste would be diverted from the landfill in accordance with WMC Section 
8.104.420. CALGreen construction debris standards do not apply to this Project type. No conflicts with 
solid waste goals or regulations would occur and impacts would be less than significant.  
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XX. Wildfire  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See item IX.f. Adherence to conditions of the encroachment permits, and 
the CTMP (see Section 2.5), would ensure the Project would not interfere with emergency response or 
evacuation plans. During Project operation, no Project components would interfere with emergency 
operations and impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The area east of the Project site, opposite the I-15, is a VHFHSZ but the 
Project site is not a VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2009). The Project site is developed and does not contain features 
that would exacerbate the risk of wildfire spread. Project components would be located underground 
and roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions, which would not result in an increased risk 
of wildfire. Further, the Project would not introduce residents or permanent employees to the Project 
area who could be exposed to wildfire pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

54 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the installation of sewer infrastructure that would 
result in passive utilities located underground and would not exacerbate a fire risk. After construction 
activities are complete, existing roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions. The Project 
would not exacerbate fire risks. Temporary and ongoing impacts to the environment related to other 
issues are analyzed throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in item XX.ii above, the Project site is not located in a VHFHSZ 
and is separated from the nearby VHFHSZ by I-15. The Project would not create habitable or 
aboveground structures that could be exposed to significant wildfire risks and would not alter drainage 
patterns in the Project area. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are significant when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of past, present, and probable 
future projects)? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 
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reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project has the potential to result in impacts to 
nesting birds, burrowing owl, and CAGN; however, implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 
through Bio-3 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. No special status plant species 
or communities would be impacted by Project implementation. The Project also has the potential to 
impact significant cultural and tribal cultural resources. Implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 
through Cul-9 would ensure these impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, the 
Project would not substantially degrade the environment, decrease the number or habitat of special 
status plant or animal species, or eliminate major periods of California history. Impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of past, present, and probable future projects)? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. 

The Avenues Septic to Sewer Project (EVMWD 2023) was identified for inclusion in the cumulative 
analysis of the proposed Project. The Avenues Septic to Sewer Project is a similar project as the 
proposed Project—it would convert 250 customers from septic systems to sewer. It would occur 
one mile northwest of the Project site, north of East Lakeshore Drive and generally between Country 
Club Boulevard, Mill Street, and Irwin Drive. The estimated construction schedule for the Avenues Septic 
to Sewer Project is currently planned to overlap (at least partially) with the proposed Project.  

Based on the distance between the Project areas, construction noise from the Project and Avenues 
Septic to Sewer Project would be too far apart to contribute to cumulative noise impacts to any singular 
location. Each project would require four to six workers per construction crew, with a maximum of five 
construction crews operating at any one time. The addition of vehicle trips associated with the 20 to 30 
construction workers required to construct these projects would not contribute to significant, 
cumulative transportation impacts as they would travel along different roadways and would not 
generate a significant number of vehicle trips.  

As discussed under item III.b, the Project’s construction emissions of criteria pollutants would not 
exceed the SCAQMD daily screening thresholds. Table 7, Cumulative Construction Emissions, shows the 
combined construction period emissions for the proposed Project and Avenues Septic to Sewer Project 
for comparison with the SCAQMD daily thresholds.  
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Table 7 
CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Project VOC 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SOX 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 5.7 51.2 63.4 0.1 2.6 2.2 
Avenues Septic to Sewer 3.8 34.1 42.3 0.1 1.8 1.5 
Maximum Combined Daily Emissions 9.5 85.3 105.7 0.2 4.4 3.7 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceedance? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2019; EVMWD 2023 
lbs/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; 
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

As shown in Table 7, cumulative construction emissions for the two projects would not exceed the 
SCAQMD screening-level thresholds. Because emissions of these pollutants are below the screening-
level thresholds, emissions would not be cumulatively considerable for the SCAB. Similarly, the Project 
would have a less than significant impact in relation to GHG emissions, which are inherently discussed in 
terms of cumulative impacts. Combined, the two projects would contribute approximately 152.6 MT 
CO2e emissions per year averaged over 30 years, which would be below the SCAQMD threshold of 
3,000 MT CO2e emissions per year. 

Impacts to biological resources would be reduced through mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3 and 
would not be considered significant impacts at the Project level or in combination with cumulative 
projects, as no net loss of habitat or special status species would occur. Impacts to paleontological 
resources would require mitigation measure Geo-2 be implemented and with this mitigation measure 
the Project would not contribute to the cumulative loss of paleontological resources. 

All resource topics have been analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and found to pose no 
impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation. Potential 
cumulative projects that could be constructed in the vicinity of the Project would also be required to 
comply with existing applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not consist of any construction activities or operational 
components that would negatively affect any persons in the vicinity. In addition, all resource topics have 
been analyzed in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines or associated thresholds and found to pose 
no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 
As discussed in Section 4.III, no violations of air quality thresholds would occur and no significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors related to pollutants would occur. As discussed in Section 4.IX of this 
Initial Study, there are no concerns from past activities at the Project site and no hazardous materials 
and/or wastes would be generated by the Project. As detailed in Section 4.XIII, the Project would not 
generate excessive noise that would conflict with local noise ordinances and cause disturbances to local 
residents. During construction, temporarily altered traffic conditions may occur; however, 
implementation of a CTMP (see Section 2.5) would ensure emergency access and evacuation routes are 
maintained. As discussed in Section 4.XX, the Project would not increase risks related to wildfires. 
Consequently, the Project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly.  
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